48 Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 56(1) March 1999 


Comment on the proposed conservation of the specific names of Strombidium gyrans 
Stokes, 1887 (currently Strobilidium gyrans) and Strobilidium caudatum Kahl, 1932 
(Ciliophora, Oligotrichida) 

(Case 3011; see BZN 55: 6-8, 233-236) 


Charles W. Heckman 


Olympia Forest Sciences Laboratory, Pacific Northwest Research Station, 
3625 93rd Avenue S.W., Olympia, Washington 98512, U.S.A. 


In attempting to focus ecological studies on the living components of ecosystems, 
I have noted that many students are encouraged to substitute various numerical 
formulas for the names of the species they are encountering. They are deterred from 
attempting to identify the organisms with their proper binominal names by difficulties 
in determining which of the names encountered in the literature are the valid ones. It 
is clear from a study of entries in Zoological Record that authors are now divided 
almost equally on whether to use S. gyrans or S. caudatum, and there is a danger that 
the names will be treated as if referring to different taxa. 

In disagreeing with the application to conserve the names of ciliate species that 
have been in continual use for the better part of a century, both Foissner and Corliss 
pay lip service to the need to maintain stability in biological nomenclature but fail to 
recognize the present confusion that the resurrection of forgotten names has 
introduced into the literature. In effect they are saying that because few scientists are 
working on the taxonomy of ciliates, those who are should be free to arbitrarily and 
capriciously choose any names from synonym lists they wish without having to take 
note of current usage. 

The serious confusion caused by the resurrection of the nomen dubium, 
Strombidion caudatun Fromentel, 1876, also involves the brackish water species 
Strohilidium caudatum Kahl, 1932. For five years following Foissner’s rejection in 
1987 of Strobilidium gyrans, S. caudatum Kahl was left with a specific name that 
would have to be regarded as invalid because it was preoccupied by Fromentel’s 
name. In 1992, Petz & Foissner attempted to remedy this situation by giving the 
species the name Srrobilidiun kahli. However, the generic name Rimostrombidiun 
had been proposed in 1978 by Jankowski for the group to which this brackish 
water species belongs (Agatha & Riedel-Lorje, 1998, p. 10). Giving the species a new 
specific name was therefore unnecessary, and the name kah/i must be regarded as 
invalid on the grounds that Kahl’s specific name cawdatwn has priority, the 
preoccupation having been eliminated by removal of the species from the genus 
Strobilidium. However, should Rimostrombidium be reduced to a subgenus of 
Strohilidium at any time in the future, the problem of secondary homonymy would 
arise again. 

With regard to the specific name that has long been regarded as the only valid 
name of the freshwater species. Srobilidiiun gvrans (Stokes, 1887), neither Foissner 
nor Corliss address the core of the issue. Foissner maintains that the valid name of 
the species should be Srrobilidium caudatum (Fromentel, 1876) because it enjoys 
priority, a fact that Kahl (1932) is said to have simply overlooked. In fact, this was 
not the case. Kahl (p. 510) listed Fromentel’s name as an invalid synonym because he 
regarded Fromentel’s description as inadequate for recognizing the species and 
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because Stokes’s name had been universally accepted by protozoologists. Foissner’s 
resurrection of Fromentel’s name has not been universally accepted, and both names 
are now finding frequent use in the literature. The reason for this unfortunate state 
of affairs is that a controversy that was settled by mutual agreement among 
protozoologists over a century ago was reintroduced in 1987 for no apparent reason. 
This has generated chaos out of the stability that had existed for the century 
preceeding Foissner’s publication. It is interesting to note that Corliss put some 
emphasis on an ‘Informationsbericht’ of the Bavarian State Office of Water 
Commerce released in 1991, but this has to be regarded as ‘grey literature’ for 
taxonomic purposes and should probably not be cited as a scientific publication 
because it is not generally available as a book or journal issue. A part of this work 
has been published in English in the journal Freshwater Biology, but this part does 
not relate to the case discussed here. 

In addition to the above, it could be suggested that Fromentel’s name Strombidion 
caudatum should itself be rejected for this taxon under the Principle of Priority. As 
Petz & Foissner themselves pointed out, the name Trichoda cometa Miller, 1773, was 
recorded by Dingfelder (1962, p. 606) as a senior synonym of Fromentel’s name and 
used as valid. Although Petz & Foissner (1992, p. 160) said that this synonymy was 
‘uncertain’, they listed the possible synonymy of Trichoda bomba Miller, 1773 and 
Trichoda trochus Miller, 1786, but added that ‘these three poorly described ciliates 
are best considered nomina dubia’. If priority is to be the main ground for 
establishing validity, it could be argued that the earliest one of these names should be 
chosen. They are names that were ‘overlooked’ for the same reason that Fromentel’s 
name was not accepted by Kahl (1932) — the description was too poor to permit the 
ciliate to be recognized unequivocally. With so many old names to chose from, the 
amount of instability that can be introduced into the scientific literature is almost 
limitless. I urge that the suppression of Strombidion caudatum Fromentel, 1876 as 
proposed in my application should be approved, with the conservation of the 
established usage of Strobilidium gyrans (Stokes, 1887). 
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Haminoea, Haminaea or Haminea (Mollusca, Gastropoda): notes and comments on 
the spelling and authorship of the generic name, and a proposed Commission ruling 
(Case 2588; see BZN 44: 166-167; 47: 263-269) 
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Executive Secretary, The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, 
clo The Natural History Museum, Cromwell Road, London SW7 SBD, U.K. 


In December 1986 Dr R. Gianuzzi-Savelli (Palermo, Italy) submitted an appli- 
cation proposing that Haminoea should be confirmed as the correct original spelling 
of the gastropod generic name sometimes spelled Haminaea or Haminea, and that it 


